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Introduction

1. On April 22, 1993. the Commission released its Notice of J>roJosed R.uJc Mati.
in MM Docket No. 93-114, 8 FCC Red 2770 (1993). In the Notice. the Commission
proposed to amend the rules and polices goveming.the low power televjsion (LPTV) service.
which includes LPTV stations and television translator stations. Specifteally. we proposed to
modify our current standard for acceptance of applications and to expand our waiver policy
regarding terrain shielding. We also proposed to permit LPTV operators to use four-letter
call signs r~ther than the current five-character call signs consisting of letters and numbers.
These proposals raised little disagreement among cOmmenters and are adopted in this Eia1
RgPort and Order. In addition, the Notice proposed to narrow the definition of what
constitutes a major LPTV station modification. That issue generated significantly more
diverse comment and requires further consideration. It will be resolved at a later date so as
not to delay implementation of the changes we adopt herein.

2. The Commission established the LPTV service as a means of increasing diversity
in television programming and station ownership. The Commission intended the service·to
provide opportunities for first local television outlets in smaller cities and towns, as well as
to provide service to unserved audience~ormnunities within the larger cities. After only
twelve years since its creation, the LPTV service is more than meetihg its expectations.
Today 1400 LPTV stations serve diverse audiences in more than 750 communities and in all
50 states. These communities range in population from the hundreds to the millions. The
hallmarks of the LPfV service are TV "localism" and specialized "niche" programming.
Many LPTV stations air local news and public affairs programs and significant amounts of
other locally produced programming. LPTV stations serve the needs and interests of many
different ethnic communities. often airing programming in foreign languages. Specialized
audiences of LPTV stations have included children, the elderly, students, tourists, farmers
and boaters.



3. The LPTV service also has contributed to increased diversity .. broadcast station
ownership. LPTV statioli Ia:DIees include' schools, COfIeIes, churcheS,communityg~
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newspaper publishers and radio aM TV broadcasterS. the service has provided substantW
ftrSt-time ownership opportunities for small biisines8es and members of minority groups.
Small businesses also have benefitted from ad\'ertising over local LPTV stations because of
the more affordable advertising rates and the ability to target advertising to specialized
audiences.

4. In the Notice, the Commission noted that the volume of LPTV applications has
decreased and the quality of those submissions has improved as a result of the strict standard
requiring that an LPTV application be flCOmplete and suffieient" (i&., "letter perfect") at the
close of an LPTV filing window.· We pointed out that currently, applications that are not
letter perfect are retumed, forcing applicants to wait until the CommiSsion opens a
subsequent ruing window to correct their submissions.1 The Notice concluded that the strict
stamard bas achieved its purpose of encouraging applicants to submit complete and carefully
prepared applications, so as to alleviate the LPTV application backlog with which the
Commission was faced. We therefore proposed that applications be judged on a
"substantially complete" basis similar to that used in processing full-power television
applicatiODS,~ appIicati0DS are considered~Ie if they are not patently
defective. Man alterDative to the substantially compIeee standatd, the Nogce suggested a
mid-level acceptance staDJard requiring the application to be more than substantially
complete bUt less than letter perfect.3

S. The commenters' in this proceeding, who illclude LPTV licensees. consulting
engineers, other broadcasters. ,law 'rmns and educational iDItitutions. overwhelmingly support
adoption of a relaxed staDdIrd'for acceptance of applicatioDs.4 They agree with the Notice
that the letter perfect stmIard is no longer necessary dUe to the decreased volume of LPTV
applicationS. They also assert that the letter perfect requirement unfairly forces LPTV
applicants filing defective applications to wait to refile in the next filing window. which

1 Applications forLPfV conttruetion permits and major changes to existing LPTV facilities are
accepted during finite fIling windows announced by the Commission.

2~ 47 C.F.R. § 73.3564(a)(2).

3~ at 2770-71.

4~. u.... CBS CommentS at 2-4; Channel Eleven Conma'ltS at 1; CBA Comments at 3-4;
du Treil. Lundin &:RaCkIey COiIilUieDtS at 2-3; Findlay COinments at 3; NTA Comments at 2-3;
san Bernardino Co1'nments at 3-4; Smith and Powstenko ConJmeAfS at 2-5; Byron W. St.Clair
Conunents at 2; Third Cout Comments at 1-2; University of California Conunents at 1-2; Viking
Comments at I; W43AG Comments at 1; WFXV Comments at 2.
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sometimes does not~ for a year. Further, commenters assert that a relaxed standard is
more apPropriate in liJht of die limited resources of most LPTV applicants.

6. Of the COIIIIDIIlIeI'S ~.xoc_Yn1 relaulljon of the current standard, only three favor
the mid-level altel'Mtive. Cohen, Dippell and Everist submits that failure of an applicant to
Comply with the Commillion's interference roles with respect to full-power TV stations
should result in dismissal of the application without an opportunity for amendment. 5

du Treil, Lundin et. Rac.tiey would extend this treatment to applicants whose proposals fail to
comply with the interference rules with respeet to LPTV and TV translator stations and
previously tiled appIicatioBs.' Hammett &: Edison COJltends that the substantially complete
approach would eDCOU1'aF s~ily prepared aDd essentially speculative applications.7 In
opposition, iheCommunity Broadcasters Association (CBA) contends that resolution of
challenges to the mid-level standard would likely be more time consuming than processing
the fewapl'lications that would not pass a "mid-level" test, but would pass a "substantially
complete" test. CRA further notes that because a substantially complete standard exists in
other mass media contexts, case law exists to interpret it.' San Bernardino also opposes the
mid-level approach, arguing that creating a list of incurable defects could lead to a waste of
staff time and effort.'

7. Only one commenter opposes substantial relaxation of our LPTV application
acceptance standards. May &: Dunne submits that while a letter perfect standard is more
costly to applicants than a relaxed standard, it makes it much more likely that applicants have
the coinmitment and resources to build the station once the application is granted. It
contends· that· our propoled change in processing standards would benefit few applicants and
may lead to re-creation of the previous backlog. to

5 Cohen, DippeJl and Everest Comments at 2-3.

6 du Treil, Lundin & Rackley Comments at 2-3.

7 Hammett & Edison Comments at 1. Hammett & Edison identifies a number of specific
discrepancies that it would consider fatal defects.

8 CBA Comments at 3-4.

9 San Bernardino Comments at 3-4.

10 May & Dunne Comments at 1-4; May & Dunne Reply at 3-5. May & Dunne suggests a minor
relaxation of the present standard equivalent to the "hard look" standard fonnerly applied to FM
applications. ~ EM t\&Jplications, 58 RR 2d 166 (1985). May & Dunne suggests that the
Commission also give applicants a 30-day period from the date the application is noted as tendered
for filing to file amendments as of right to correct any errors affecting the acceptability of the
application.
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8. We will revise. our LPTV application aeceptance standards and adopt a
"substantially complete" test. We agree with the overwbekning majority ofco~rs that
the strict acceptance standard is no longer necessary in light of the reduced number of LPTV
applications being filed with the Commission and in liaht of the improved quality of those
applications. We are penuaded by the commenta and by our.processing experience to favor
the substantially COiQP_ standard over a mid-level standard. We do not believe that the
substantially complete standard will lead to a te.oiDI of the overall quality of LPTV
application submissions, nor signiflClDtly delay die authorization of LPTV service.
Conversely, this stadard will enable the authorization of more stations. for each filing
wiDdow. We believe that this modification of our application acceptance standards will
greatly benefit LPTV applicants, many of whom have limited resources. We note that while
we will give applicants all opportunity to cure defects in otherwise.substantially complete
applications, the correctecl application must adhere to the CommiMion's roles and policies.
For instance, if an amendment to an application eliminates predicted interference to one
station but at the same time introduces interference to another station, the amended
application will not be aa:epted and will be returDed. Similarly, an application that is not
substantially complete, that is not submitted with the proper fee, or that is not timely filed
cannot be cured via subsequent amendment.

9. The Commission has developed a body of~ law over the years governing
broadcast applicatioDS that were subject to the substantially complete standard. 11 From these
decisions, certain criteria were establisbed, even thouJh each case turned on the particular
facts involved. In the cases where applications failed the test, it was found that many
sections of the applications were deficient to a significant degree or were omitted ontirely, so
as to lack sufficient information regarding the adequacy of the proposals vis-a-vis the public

11~ pnerallv, Mjej STV. Inc., 42 U. 2d 1056 (Broadcast Bureau 1978); KALE. 1Dc•• 56
FCC 2d 1033 (1975); TnwIes of Dartmouth CoUge, 29 RR 2d 59 (1973); Central Florida
Entemrises. Inc., 22 FCC 2d 260 (1970). Prior to the adoption of the stricter LPTV and FM
standards, all broadcast applications were processed under the substantially complete standard.
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interest. 11 Amendments were allowed to correct errors, unless the application, judaed as a
whole, was "so patently vio..tive of the rules as to make its processing a futile gesture. 1113

10. FollowinJ these precedents, the scaff will consider applications as not
substantially complete, and therefore 8lbject to dismissal as patently defective, if they omit
all of or large portions of several sections of the application. This test reflects tbecriteria
applied by the Cormnission in prior cases decided under this standard, while recognizing the
differences in the current LPTV application form (FCC Form 346). Additionally, in
accordance with 10DlstaDding Commission policy, an application found to have been filed
without reasonable assur~ of site availability will not be considered substantially compete
and will be dismissed as patently defective. 14 Keeping in mind that each case will be

12 See Nati01laUMiQCSI Network, 82 FCC 2d 220 (1978). For instance, in Henry M. Lesher, 67
FCC ~d 278 (1977), an FM application lacked substantial portions of the legal and financial sections
and almost all of the conununi~y ascertaiarnent information. Characterizing the omissions as
"glaring" and "numerous," the Commission stated that they impaired its ability to evaluate the
applicant's qualifications under the public interest standard, and that conclusion was compelled by the
cumulative impact of each uncompleted section. In Voice of Information, 27 FCC 2d 723 (1971), an
PM application was judged on the basis of "depee of completeness" and rejected because it omitted
the entire engineering and EEO sectio11S and sipificant portions of the legal, financial and
ascertaimnent sections. The Commission concluded that it lacked "sufficient information to reach
many of the necessary determinations regardine·ttae adequacy of the proposal ... " Id. at 725. In
George E. Oleson,S FCC 2d 58 (1966), rED· __, 6 FCC 2d 5021 (1967), an AM application
was "incomplete in many respects" because it lacked significant portions of the financial,
ascertainment, program service, and engineering sections. In Rancocas Valley BrPfdcaatiN Co..
Inc., 95 FCC 2d 429 (1983), an AM application lacked a proper signature, six of ten answers
concerning parties to the proposal, and a financial certification. The Commission characterized the
missing data as essential to a threshold showing, given their quantity and significance.

13 K & L COlDl1NPicatioos. Inc., 70 FCC 2d 1987, 1989 (1979) (TV application found acceptable
despite financial and minor EEO omissions); • iII2 National BusineSS Network, iYW], note 12 (TV
application acceptable despite defects in some financial information, ascertainment and description of
STV proposal); RaCine Telecasting Co., 51 RR 2d 1205 (1985) (TV application acceptable despite
seven omissions in the engineering section); Congunications Gaithersburg. Inc., 60 FCC 2d 537
(1976) (signature defect can be rectified); Anax Broadcasting. Inc., 87 FCC 2d 483 (1981) (TV
application acceptable despite incomplete source of funds and contemplation of additional unknown
limited partners); Galaxy Broadcasting. Inc., 46 RR 2d 1654 (Broadcast Bureau 1980) (TV
application acceptable despite omissions in STV proposal and ascertainment surveys); Focus
Broadcasting of the Monterey Peninsula. Inc., 49 RR 2d 1451 (Broadcast Bureau 1981) (TV
application acceptable despite failure to document availability of funds); LOA Communications. Inc.,
49 RR 2d 1290 (Broadcast Bureau 1981) (TV appli4:ation acceptable despite omission of loan and
equipment credit documentation).

14 See 62 BroadcaMina. Inc., 4 FCC Red 1768 (1989); ~ also South Florida Broadcasting Co..
Inc., 99 FCC 2d 840, 842 (Rev.Bd. 1984) ("It is elemental that a prospective construction permittee
must have, if little else, an antenna site, a technical keystone of the broadcasting operation").
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diffetat, our geDelal pIM'POIe in adopting this standard, U urged by CBA, is to eliminate the
present "booby traps that await even the most J,gafill appIieaat under the letter perfect
standard."15 It bas been the experience of the staff that very few LPTV applications are
submitted to the Commission in a condition not meetiRltbis substantial completeness test.
The simplifiedfOdDat of die LPTV application fOl1ft, wIliCh generally specifIeS the exact
information to be submitted in boxes rather than in narrative exhibits, serves to guide
applieants in successfully completing the form.

11. AccordiJIIly, in koepiDg with the proposals advaoced in the Notice, applicants
filiDa subltantially compIeIe appHcatioDscontaininl def«:ca or omissions will be given an
opportunity to cure the defects. If the defect prevents • staff from further processing the
application, a deficiency letter will be issued aDd the applicant will have 30 days from the
date of that letter to correct the defect. If the defect does not prevent processing, the staff
will not send a defieielEy letter until it completes~ studies on the application or
until a subsequent defect prevents further processina, at wbichtime the applicant will be
given 30 days to amend. Applicants will be given one opportUnity to amend for each
deficiency letttr receiVed. Applications rev*d to· COI'I'eCt all defects identified by the staff
aDd dJat··do DOt introduce any DeW defects will then be listed as "Accepted for Filing" in a
publiC notice, either· in die rorm ofa lottery llIIIJDUIICCmlm notice formutually-exclusive
applications or a "proposed IfUlllist" for non-mutuIlly-exclusive applications. Any
amendment submitted to COl'I'eCta defective application muat be a minor amendmentN and
must otherwise be acceptable in all respects. 1be same po&ies and procedures that apply
before: the application is lICClCI*d for ftlq will govern correction of defICiencies identified in
the post~acceptance stqe. In.order to prevent undue processing delays, we will enforce
strictly the 3O-day period.1?

Iemin Shield.
12. The CommissioD'spresent terrain shieldiDl policy in the LPTV service provides

that the Commission will waive its .pplicationacceptuce stIDdards for predicted interference
when it is demonstratm that, due to the existence of interveniDgterrain, an applicant's
proposed operation will not cause interference to another facility. 11 Consideration of waivers
based on terrain shielding is currently limited to LPTV applications that are not mutually-

IS CBA Reply at 3.

16~ 47 C.F.R. § 73.3572(a).

17 Extensions of time may be granted if the applicant is able to show good cause why it cannot file
its amendment within the 3O-day period.

18 CgmmiMion 'PoJM;x I.d" TemiR Sbi'!diN, 3 FCC Red 2664 (1988), recon, lrapted in
RIll, 3 FCC Red 710S.crtrrIiA SJtteldinIPgJe $tHcpmt). See 47 C.F.R. §f-74.705, 74.707 and
74.709 for LPTV application aeceptaDce standards for interference protection.
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e,xcl\lsive with OCher appHcaticms submitted duriIW a particular filing window. We proposed
in the BJU;e to broIdeD the circumstaIIces in wIIich temin shielding waivers can be used in
the authorization of LPTV service. Because the volume of applications is now manageable,
we stated that it wu IdIIIiDistratively feasible to expand the terrain waiver policy to include
mutually-exclusive appIicatioDs. In this reprd. we proposed to consider an applicant's
terrain shielding.sbowiDa with respect to a protected broadcast facility, even if that
application is mutually-exclusive with another timely filed LPTV application(s), allowing the
application to be accepted for filing.

13. Further. the Nqtjce proposed to permit applicants to consider terrain shielding as
a basis for resolving situations of mutual exclusivity. Without consideration of terrain,
proposed facilities in mutually-exclusive applications, by definition. are predicted to interfere
with each other to the extent that not all of them can be granted. Under our proposal,
applicants for nearby LPTV facilities using the same channel but separated by terrain
obstructions could all be granted, without involvement in the Commission's random selection
<i&:.: lottery) process. Finally. the Notice propolled to take terrain shielding into account
when applicants raise it for the first time in amendments responding to deficiency letters.I'

14. No commenter opposes our proposals to expand our waiver policy regarding
terrain shielding to mutuaUy-exclusive applicants and to pennit applicants to consider terrain
shielding as a basis for resolving situations of mutual exclusivity. Commenters support these
proposals as a practicallIJPI'08Ch to acceptaace of applications that more realistically reflects
a station's actual poteRdal to interfere with anocber station.18 A few commenters object to
our proposal to take terrain shielding into account when applicants raise it for the first time
in amendments respondilll to deficiency letters. du Treil. Lundin & Rackley and the
University of California submit that any terrain shielding request should be included with the
initial application. 21 The University of California contends that this will minimize the
number of mutually exclusive LPTV applications. While May & Dunne would permit an
applicant to submit a terrain shielding showing during a 30-day amendment period, it
opposes the acceptance of terrain shielding showqs submitted in response to a Commission
action dismissing the application or otherwise raising issues concerning the technical
representations in the application.22 Some commenters also propose changes to our existing
terrain shielding procedures.23

19 Notice at 2772.

20 ~, ~, CBA Conunents at 4; NTA Comments at 3-4.

21 du Treil, Lundin &: Rackley Comments at 3; University of California Comments at 2.

22 May &: Dunne Comments at 7-10, 9 n.4.

23 du Treil, Lundin &: Rackley contends that if the National Bureau of Standards Technical Note
101 is used, the methods should be fully described in the application. du Treil, Lundin & Rackley
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15. We will adopt the proposals advaJK:ed in the Notice regarding ~qain shielding
waivers. We believe that if intervening terrain prevents an LPTV,applicanl. from in~rfering

with other LPTV or full-power TV stations or other LPTV facilities propos~([ in pending
applications, the applicant should be permitted to take that situation into accoliAt, reg8!dless
of whether the application is mutually exclusive with another LPTV applicatiQn. The?
proposals we acJopt in this proceeding do not affect the nature of applicants'ten-ainshielding
waiver submissions, nor the manner in, which the staff evaluates such submi~ns,as

provided in the Commission's LPTV Terrain $hjeIdq Policy Statement. LPTV applicants
seeking terrain shielding waivers should continue to follow the existing criteria for
demonstrating noninterference based on terrain considerations, i&.., submittinJ either detailed
profiles of the terrain in pertinent directions toward the protected signal contows of
potentially affected stations or letters of assent from the licensees of such stations" agreeing
that terrain shielding would prevent interference but without surrendering the right to be
protected against any actual interference. Also, mutually-exclusive applicaA~'lJ18Y' now use
either of these methods to demonstrate that their respective station proposals could co-exist
without an interference conflict.24 Further, while we strongly urge applicants to fully address
applicable terrain ShieIdiDg conditions at the initial application stage, we will, accept a
satisfactory terrain shielding showing for the first time in response to a deficiency letter. We
believe that this will facilitate the initiation of new or modified LPTV station operations by

Comments at 3. Technical Note 101 is a publication of the National Bureau of StaDdaMs detailing an
assortment of signal propaption methodS and models suitable for use in differingtetrainaAdother
conditions. Hammett &Ed.ison urges the Commission to give official notice to theTettain Integrated
Rough Barth Model (TIREM), arguing that it is superior to Technical Note 101. Hammett &.Edison
Conunents at 11-12. Cohen, Dippell and Everist contends that the Commission should reqt,lire a
detailed terrain analysis with regard to interference situations concerning full-power TV stations, as
opposed to the current policy of a limited terrain shielding study and a consent letter. It .asserts that
this would avoid any potential conflict in the future due to a change in the full-power<station's
ownership. Cohen, Dippell &: Everist Comments at 3. Smith and Powstenko sUQ~ts. dult the
Commission adopt a more exacting definition of the minimum showing required of 'applicants
requesting terrain waivers. Smith and Powstenko Comments at 6-7. Also, MSTVINAB would
apparently limit the use of terrain shielding only between mutually-exclusive LPTV'applicants.
MSTV/NAB Comments at 2'n.3. In Commission Policy Regardina Terrain Shieldi.., 3 FCC Red
7105 (1988), we concluded that case-by-case evaluation of terrain shielding "affords the administrative
flexibility to select from among available prediction models one that applies to the topographic
features in each case. II The existing flexible guidelines have worked well in practice and we see no
need to revise them. Moreover, we believe that modifications to our current policy would be at odds
with our aim in this proceeding, which is to streamline the LPTV application process. We decline,
therefore, to pursue further in this proceeding these suggested modifications to our cuttent LPTV

. terrain shielding policy.

24 We reiterate that where two mutually-exclusive applicants choose to resolve the exclusivity by
agreeing that interference between their two facilities would not be likely due to the existence of
intervening terrain, the panies will be responsible for eliminating any interference that might occur,
and the parties are expected to cooperate fully to that end. See Notice at 2772.
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treating the omission of terrain shielding data like any other error in an otherwise
subslantially complete application and giving the applicant an opportunity to make
appropriate corrections.

16. In adopting the LPTVterrain shielding proposals in the Notice, we are simply
removing administrative barriers that were III:ICeSsary when the LPTV Terrain Shieldina
Policy Statement was first established. Had the current LPTV application processing climate
existed at that time, we would not have found it necessary to limit consideration of terrain
shielding among LPTV applicants. In the more than five years since its adoption, our terrain
policy has enabled the grant of more than 200 LPTV and TV translator stations that
otherwise would not have been possible. The policy also has been successful in terms of
interference protection. LPTV stations are not permitted to interfere with the regularly
viewed signals and: programs of full-power TV stations. We know of no instance in which
the grant of a terrain Shielding waiver in the LPTV service has resulted in interference to
the reception of another broadcast facility. Thus, our broadening of eligible LPTV
applicants for terrain shielding waivers should not increase the likelihood that LPTV stations
will cause interference to the reception of full-power TV stations.

'Call Signs

17. In the Notice, we proposed to amend our rules to permit LPTV stations to
request four-letter call signs rather than the five-character alpha-numeric call signs that are
currently assigned. We stated our belief that such a modification may be competitively
beneficial to the LPTV industry and may reduce confusion to viewers, who are accustomed
to four-letter call signs. We proposed to append a distinctive suffix such as "LP" to any
LPTV four-letter call sign to avoid confusion with full-power television stations. 25

18. The Notice presented two options for assigning four-letter call signs. Under the
first option, as proposed by CBA, four-letter call signs would be permitted only for LPTV
stations that meet certain threshold requirements, including a minimum number of hours of
operation arid a given amount of locally originated programming, as well as other
requirements currently imposed on full-power stations such as the multiple ownership,
children's programming, main studio and public file requirements. Alternatively, the second
option would permit all LPTV stations to request four-letter call signs upon applying for a
license. We stated our inclination to favor the second option. 26

25 Notice at 2774.
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19. ·No~ oppoIIS pennittina I.PTV~ to.use four-letter call sips,
and all parties specify"·&.~ prefer the· second opdon.17 Commenters contend that
four-letter call signs will facilitate marketing and will be easier to include in ratiDls~
and ratings surveys. They also argue that four-letter call sips will alleviate public confusion
reptdiDg tl1e nature·of'LPTV~; they submit dlatdle current call $iJDS can lead the
public to~ 1..PTV __ for amateur radio .opentions. In addition. W43AG and May
&: I>unJlelRlaestthat .-'0.. be~ to oriliB*~ befOte they can request
a four-letter call sip-21 TbiI~ would prevent TV translator operators from
maldng such a request. The NatioDIl Translator AssociaaioR (NTA). submits that call signs
ate not asipificant i... for TV translator operaaors, and notes that TV translator operators
would prefer to have no .ldcftUfication requirement.»

20. Most COIDIIMIIIlIetS. primarily LPTV openlOI1, oppoee the adoption of an "LP"
suffix as unN!CeS8lri1YllllftlPtiDI LPTV stations from full-power television stations.· They
analogize that licensees in dilfetetlt broadcast services use four-letter call signs without any
suffix reqUirement. Foteumple,they note, a Class A PM station is not designated any
differently from a" Class C PM.don.nor do AM cIaytiaen ave to distinguish themselves
from full-time AM stations. Some of these commenters sugest that if the Commission does
require a suffIx, the suffIX should be "CT" (for "community television"), "TX" (as used in

'n Ss. U. CbInMl'BleYen CanaeDtlat 1;eBA~ at 7-8, 8 n.l0 (althouah CBA in its
petition forNlCllllkinlhMl P..-cl the fint.opti0ll. ita CCIII.-atI on the~ indk:ate that it
would be ....,le to the second opCion); Findlay COft'IPaD at 2-3; Hammett and EdiIon Comments
at 12; May & Dwme CommeNI at 5-7; MSTV/NAB Coo.... at 8-10; MW TV Comments at 1-2;
NTA Comments at 5-6; NSUComments at 1; San Bernardino Comments at 10; Reponer-Times
Comments at 1; Byron W. St.Clair Comments at 4-5; Third Coast C()IJIDents at 4-5; University of
California Comments at 1; Venture Comments at 1-2; Videolndiana Comments at 2-3; Viking
Comments at 1; W43AG Conunents at 3-5; WFXV Conunents at 3.

28 W43AG Comments at 4-5; May & Dunne Conunents at 6-7.

29 NTA Comments at 5-6.

30~,~, CBA Comments at 9; CBA Reply at 2-3; Findlay Comments at 2~3; NSU Comments
at 1; Byron W. 5t Clair Comments at 4-5; Third Coast Comments at 4; May & Dunne Reply at 1-3;
University of California Comments at 1; Venture Comments at 1-2; W43AG Comments at 3-5;
WFXV Comments at 3.
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the FCC TV engineering database), or "TV. "31 Hammett & Edison and MSTV/NAB support
use of an "LP" suffix..J2

21. Another area in which some commeDlerS differ with the Notice deals with when
anLPTV station should be elilible to request a four-letter call sign. The Notice proposed to
award four-letter call sigus at the time the LPTV license is applied for rather than at the
constnlction pennit stage. CBA and Byron W. St. Clair believe that an LPTV operator
should be pennitted to request a four-letter call sign as soon as the constroction pennit is
issued.» NTA similarly supports awarding a four-letter call sign before a station becomes
operational. 34 These COIIU'DeIers contend that early assignment of a four-letter call sign will
allow the LPTV station to more effectively market itself to the public.

22. All initial C<DUUCtion pennits for LPTV stations will continue to be issued with
a five-character alpha-numeric call sign. However, we will pennit any LPTV station that so
chooses to requeSt a four-letter call sign, without threshold operating requirements, after
receiving its construetion permit.35 We stated our belief in the Notice that only licensed
LPTV stations should be able to apply for four-letter call signs because many LPTV
constnlction permits never become operational.- We recognize commenters' concerns,
however, that LPTV operaton need to have four-letter call signs as early as possible to
effectively market their stations to the public. CBA suggests that an LPTV station be
pennitted to apply for a four-letter call sign at any time after issuance of the initial
construction pennit if the request is accompanied by a certification that a finn equipment
order has been placed or that physical construetion is underway at the transmitter site.37 We

31 ~, ~, Findlay Comments at 2-3 ("CT"); Third Coast Comments at 4 ("TX"); University of
California Comments at 1 ("TV"); W43AG Comments at 5 ("TV"). In addition, May & Dunne,
Third Coast and WFXV su...t that the name of the LPTV service be changed to "Community
Television." May & Dunne Reply at 1-3; Third Coast Comments at 4; WFXV Comments at 3. As
we stated in the~, the proposal to rename the LPTV service, which was originally advanced by
CBA, does not warrant further consideration at this time. See Notice at 2770 n.l.

32 Hammett & Edison Comments at 12; MSTV/NAB Comments at 8-9.

33 CBA Comments at 8-9; Byron W. 51. Clair Comments at 4-5.

34 NTA Comments at 5-6.

35 All initial LPTV construction permits will be issued with a five-character LPTV call sign. TV
translator stations appear to have no need for four-letter call signs and therefore will not be eligible to
request them.

36 Notice at 2774 n.24.

37~ CBA Comments at 8-9. We note that while CBA proposes this alternative, it would prefer
unrestricted assignment of four-letter call signs to permittees requesting them.
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believe that this limited restriction is not unreasonable in that it will not unduly burden LPTV
permittees and will promote efficient use of Commission resources. Accordingly, a
permittee requesting a four-letter call sign must include with that request a certification that it
has placed a finn equipment order, which includes a down payment for such major
components as a tr8DSDlitter or a transmitting antenna, that physical construction is underway
at the traDSmitter site or that the station Jut,sbeen constructed. In addition, perinittees, as
well as LPTV licensees requcstiDg a four-letter caU sian, must also submit the drug
certification statement requiRd by Section 1.2002 of the Commission's Rules. By a later
public notice, a schedule will be establisDed by which licensees and permittees will be able to
apply for four-letter call sips. Those stations iii operation for the longest period of time
will have the opportunity to apply first. 38

23. All LPTV four-letter call signs will include a suffix of "-LP," ~, "WXYZ
LP"). We do not agree that the suffix will unduly prejudice LPTV stations, and we believe
that such a suffIX is DeCessIry to distinguish LPTV stations from full-power television
stations so as to guard against public confusion. The commenters' comparison of the
relationship between LPTV and full-power stations to that of different types of stations in
other broadcast services is inapposite. Different classes of FM stations are all regulated as
part of the FM service, and different classes of AM stations are all regulated under the AM
service. LPTV stations, however, are regulated as a distinct broadcast service from full
power television stations. As such, they are not constrained to follow rules applicable to
full-power stations such as multiple ownership restrictions, children's programming rules,
the prime time access rule, local public file requirements and main studio requirements.
Moreover, they operate on a secondary, non-interference basis. We believe that the
distinctive suffix "-LP" is more appropriate than "TV," "CT" or other suggestions because it
best reflects the longstanding denomination of the service and would not introduce new and
possibly confusing terminology.

24. As we propoted in the Notice, requests for four-letter call signs will be handled
under the practices detailed in Section 73.3550 of the Commission's Rules. 39 An LPTV
operator may not request a call sign used by another broadcast station unless the stations are

38 There are now 1,400 licensed LPTV stations an4 an additIonal 1,300 outstanding LPTV
construction permits, which represent a potentially'large nUIDoer:'of requests for modified call signs.
Accordingly, we believe that a phased implementation of the new LPTV call sign policy is necessary
to ensure expeditious handling of call sign requests and the avoidance of delays. A fair and flexible
means of accomplishing this is first to accept requests from operators of licensed stations on the basis
of years of operation. Once all station licensees have been afforded an opportunity to request a four
letter call sign, the opportunity will be extended to LPTV permittees. The certification requirement
will effectively enable the Commission to award four-letter call signs to those permittees most likely
to construct and operate their stations.

39 Requests for modified call sign assigmnents can be made by letter to the Commission in accord
with Section 73.3550.
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cOlllIrl0nly owned, or ualess·tbc LPTVoperator has d1eoti)er station's \y'rUJen,consent. Also
in keeping with the Notice, where a call sign is requested by more thano~ party, the fjrst
operator to file its request with the Commission will prevail. In the case of identical requests
filed on the same day, the caJI,l~ will. be -.iped to the station With the k)ngest
continuous record of broadcasting operation under substantially unehangedownership and
control.. We also adopt tbeproposal of MSTVINAB that a full-power television station will
preyail in thesituatiQn where a full-power stItion and an LPTV station apply for the. Same
call sign on the same day. 41 Similarly, an AM or FM radio station will prevail oyer an
LPTV station applying for the same call sign on the same day.

ADMINISTRATIVE MATIERS

Final Regulatory Flexibility Analysis

25. Pursuant to the Regulatory Flexibility Act of 1980, the Commission has
prepared a Final Regulatory Flexibility Analysis for this item as follows.

I. Need for and Purpose of this Action:

.26. This action is taken to relax the Commission's standards regardlng acee.,tance of
applications for stations in the low power television (LPTV) service, and to Permit LPTV
stations to request four-letter call signs.

.40 See Notice at 2774.

41 See MSTV/NAB Comments at 9-10. In addition, the University of Califomia subm1ts that an
LPTV licensee should be permitted to use the same call sign for all of its LPTV stations. University
9f Califomia Comments. at 1. We decline to adopt this suggestion, as we believe it would cause
undue confusion to the public, Commission staff and other interested parties.

Several parties raise other issu.es not addressed in the Notice. du Treil, Lundin & Rackley
proposes that applicants be perinitted to requ~t a change in the offset of another existing authorized
or proposed LPTV or translator station. du Treil, Lundin & Rackley Comments at 4. Hammett &
Edison makes a number of suggestions regardiA@ antenna azimuths, upgrading of ex.isting LPTV or
TV translator stations not operating on specified offsets, type acceptance, the definition of how to
calculate the depression angle to the radio horizon, and distance and bearing calculations. Hammett
& Edison Comments at 3, 7-11. San Bernardino requests that filing windows be set on a regular
basis and that the Commission reiterate that LPTV service is secondary, and states its support for the
Commission's determination not to increase LPTV and translator pewer limits. San Bernardino
Comments at 11-13. The suggestions of Venture and Viking regarding mandatory cable carriage and
retransmission consent are similarly not within the scope of this proceeding and will thus not be
considered here. See Venture Comments at 2-4; Viking Comments at 1-2.
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If~ .'~01'" *" Ed by the MIle Cerne.. ill .... to tile InItIal
""IdUJ'y.• PlUltiBy~.: NoDe.

27. ~COIDIIJissioll considered a lesser re...-n of the application aeceptaoce
staDda'rdS. Thec()lJUDission 'also considered not allowmg LPTV operators to apply for four
letter call SignS until after they are licensed.

28. The Secretary sball send a copy of this I.,n alii Order, including the Final
Regulatory Flexibility Analy.is. to the Chief Counsel for Advocacy of the Small Business
Administration in acco~with paragraph 603(a) of tbe Regulatory Flexibility Act
(Pub. L. No. 96-354, 94 Stat. 1164, 4 U.S.C. § 601,~. (1981».

ORDERING CLAUSE

29. IT IS'TIIEKBPORE OlIDERED'tbat pLlJ'IUaIlt to the authority contained in
Section 4(i) and 303(r) of the Communications Act of 1934, as amended, 47 U.S.C.
I§ 154(i), 303(r), the Commission's policy cbaDPI set forth herein ARE ADOPTED, and
Sections 73.3522,73.3550,73.3564,73.3591,74.780 and 74.783 of tile Commission's
Rwes~41 C:lf.J. 1173.3522, 73.3550, 73.3564, 73.3591, 74.780 ancl74.783, ARE
A.MENbBDas set forth in Appendix B below. Tbe revisions to Section 73.3564 ..
73.3591 relieve existing restrictions. As such, they are exempt from the effective date
requirements of the Administrative Procedure Act, 5 U.S.C. § 553(d)(l), and will become
effective upon publication in the Federal Register. The revisions to Section 73.3522 will
become effective 60 days after publication in the Federal Register. The revisions to Sections
73.3550, 74.780, 74.783 and to the Commission's terrain shielding policy in the LPTV
service will become effective 60 days after they are published in the Federal Register and
subject to apprQval by the Office of Management and Budget.

FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION

~~i!o..~
Acting Secretary
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APPBNDIX A
Lilt .~ oe"..ten

1. Association for Maximum Service TeleYiIion, Inc. aad
.the National Association of Broadcasters (jointly) (MSTVINAB)

2. CBS, Inc.
3. Channel Eleven, Inc.
4. Cohen, Dippell aDd Evenst, P.C.
5. Community Broadcasters Association (CBA)
6. du Treil,' I..ttndin It bckley, Inc.
7. Findlay Television Corporation
8. Hammett & Edison, Inc.
9. - May & Dunne, Chartered
10. MW TV, Inc.
11. National Translator Association
12. Northeastern StateUDiversity
13. Office of Special Ditmcts, San BernardiDo County, CA (San Bernardino)
14. Reporter-Times, Inc.
15.Stnitlr'and·Powstenko
16. B:W. St.Clair
17. Third Coast Broadcasting, Inc.
18. University of California
19. Venture Technologies Group, Inc.
20. VideoIndiana, Inc.
21 ; Vikfrig Communications, Inc.
22. W43AG, Hopkinsville, KY
23. WFXV-TV, Inc.

Re,ply COmments

1. CommunityB~ Association
2. Mty& Dunne, Chartered

Other CorreS,PQndence

1. Sherwin Grossman
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,API'IINDIX B
), Rule Ch-.es

Parts 73 and 74 of Title 47 of the Code of Federal Regulations are amended as follows:

PART 73 -- RADIO BROADCAST SERVICES

1. The authority citation for Part 13 continues to read as follows:

AUTHORITY: 47 U.S.C. 154, 303, 334.

2. Section 73.3522 is amended by revising paragraph (a)(3) to read as follows:

§ 73.3522 Amendment of appUcations.

(a) '" '" '"

(3) Subject to the provisions of §§ 73.3525, 73.3512 and 73.3580, any application for a
low power TV, TV translator or TV booster'station may be amended as a matter ofright
during the application window fIling period pursuant to § 73.3564(d). If it is, dfJtermined that
a low power TV, TV translator or TV booster application is substantially complete but
contains some defect(s) or omission(s), a deficiency letter will be issued affording the
applicant 30 days to correct the defect.

'" '" '" '" '"
3. Section 73.3550 is amended by revising paragraphs (b),(t), (h), (j) and (n), as

follows:

§ 73.3550 Requests for new or modified call sian a.csianments.

'" '" '" '" '"
(b) No request for a new call sign assignment will 'be accepted from an,applicant for a

new station until the FCC has granted a constnJction permit. Failure·by the pel$ittee of a
new station to request the assignment of a specific call sign within 30 days of grant of the
construction permit will result in the FCC, on its own motion, assigning an appropriate call
sign. All initial construction permits for low power TV stations will be issued with a five-

. character low power TV call sign.

'" '" '" '" '"
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(0 Only four-letter call signs (plus an LP suffix or PM arTY suffixes, if used) wilt be
assigned. However, subject to the other provisions of this section, a call sign of a station
.may be confo~ to a COIJUJlODIy owned station holding a three-letter call sign assignment
(plus FM, TV or LP suffixes, if used) .

.............

(h) Call signs are assigned on a "first-come-first-served" basis. Receipt by the FCC of
a request for an available call sign blocks the accepWlee of competing 1'CCP!lests· until the first
received"req\lCst is processed to completion. In the case· of requests for the .same call s.ign
being ~ivedontbe same date at the FCC, the assignment (if otherwise grantable) will be
ma,de to the..station baving the. longest continuous record .of.broadcasting operation under
substantially unchanged ownership and control. However, involuntary and.1}m Dmna
assignments will not be taken int(> account in determining priority. If a low:-power TV
operator and an AM, FM or full-power TV operator apply for the same can· sign on the same
date at the FCC, the AM, FM or full-power TV operator will prevail.

NOTE: The provisions of paragraph (h) of this section shall not apply to aJi~nsee

requesting a transfer to another frequency where the existing and new facilitjc;s serve
substantially the same area <i&., where at least one of the stations serves both communities
of license).

... ............

(j) The provisions of this section shall not apply to International broadc~ stations, to
stations authorized under Part 74 of the rules (except as provided in § 74.783 of this
chapter), nor to FM or TV stations seeking to modify an existing call sign only to the extent
of adding or deleting an "-FM" or "-TV" suffix. The latter additions and deletions may be
effective upon notification to the Commission.

... ... ... II< ...

(n) Where a requested call sign, without the "-FM," "-TV" or "-LP" suffix, would
confonn to the call sign of any other non-commonly owned station(s) operating in a different
service, the applicant must obtain and submit with the application for the call sign the written
consent of the Iicensee(s) of such stations...' .

4. Section 73.3564 is amended by revising the second sentence of introductory
paragraph (a) and paragraph (a)(2) to read as follows:
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§·13.~; A~'of~.

(a> • •.'.' ;"Except for*»l-reserved band PM (except for Class D) applications, thOse
found to be complete or substalttially complete are accepted for filing and ate given file
numbers... " •••

• ••••
(2) 'I"be application.. not onrlt mOretban 3 of die ieCOndtiel items specified in

afpeftdixC,;~ and 01*', MM Docket No. 91-347, FCC 9l-328, 7 FCC Red 5074
(1992); 51 Fed. Reg. 34,8'72 (AUgust 7, lm). ApplicatiOnS foUftd not to meet minimum
filq mcn:i~wiIt'be retutDed to the Ippta.. Atllie8tioDs found to meet miDimum
filiD&ftlqU~ bat"tt. contain deficiencies' in "and/or a=ptaDce infonDation shall
be given~opportuDity(or corrective'amendment pt1fIUlid to § 73.3522. Applications
found to be 'substaritially COMp~ and' in accordance with 'the Commission's core legal and
technical requirements win be accepted for filing. ApplIcations with' UJ'I:orrected tender
and/or~, defects remaining after the opportunity for corrective amendment will be
dismitited With. 'Do ftu1ber opJJortunity forcorrectiw.......ment. In the case of low power
TV, ,TV traDtllator mfTVbooIter applications, thole found to be substantially complete will
be liSU!d on aCommission pUblic notice as tendered for filq and given file numbers. Those
that are not substantially complete will be returned to the applicant. If it is determiDed that a
low power TV, TV translator or TV booster application is substantially complete but contains
some defect(s) or omission(s), a deficiency letter will be issued affording the applicant 30
days to correct tbedefcct.. If the defect is not corrected within 30 days of the date on the
deftci~y l.~ 'the appliCatiOn will be returned with no further opportunity to amend........

S. Section 73.3591 is amended by revising paragraph (b) to read as follows:

§ 73.3591 Grants without hearing.

.. ....
(b) In mating its determinations pursuant to die provisions of paragraph (a) of this

section, the FCC will not consider any other application, or any application if ameDded so as
to require a new. file number, as being mutually exclusive or in conflict with the application
UDder consideration unless such other application was substantially complete, and tendered
for filing by:

•••••
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Part 74 - Experimental, auxiliary, and special broadcast and other program distributional
services

6. The authority citation for Part 74 continues to read as follows:

AUTHORITY: Sees. 4, 303, 48 Stat. 1066, as amended, 1082, as amended; 47 U.S.C.
154, 303, unless otherwise noted. Interpret or apply secs. 301, 303, 307, 48 Stat. 1081,
1082, as amended, 1083, as amended; 47 U.S.C. 301, 303, 307.

7. Section 74.780 is amended by adding the reference "Section 73.3550 -- Requests for
new or modified call sign assignments" after the reference to Section 73.3545 and before the
reference to Section 73.3561.

8. Section 74.783 is amended by redesignating paragraph (e) as paragraph (t) and adding
new paragraph (e) to read as follows:

§ 74.783 Station identification.

* * * * *

(e) Low power TV pennittees or licensees may request that they be assigned four-letter
call signs in lieu of the five-character alpha-numeric call sips described in paragraph (d) of
this section. Parties requestin& four-letter call sips are to follow the procedures delineated
in § 73.3550. Such four-letter call signs shall bqin with K or W; stations west of the
Mississippi River will be assigned an initial letter K and stations east of the Mississippi River
will be assigned an initial letter W. The four-letter call sip will be followed by the suffIX
"-LP." A party holding a low power TV construction pennit who requests a four-letter call
sign must file with that request a certification that the station has been constructed, that
physical construction is underway at the transmitter site or that a finn equipment order has
been placed.

* * * * *
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